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In a 1912 note of less than two pages, E. Nestle presented a number of 
instances where Eriugena mentions several readings of the Greek text of the 
Gospel of John which did not survive in our manuscripts and which where 
not mentioned by Souter or Tischendorf. He stressed that such an example 
‘shews that even so late an author deserves the attention of an editor of the 
Greek New Testament’ (596), before asking where these would fit in the 
manuscript tradition of John. This article will follow Nestle’s suggestion and 
re-examine the variant readings offered by Eriugena – all explicit quotations 
– in light of the post-1912 developments in textual scholarship on both the 
Greek text of John and on Eriugena’s works devoted to the Fourth Gospel.
Keywords: NT Textual Criticism; John; Eriugena; Explicit Greek variant 
readings.
The starting point of this article1 is a short note published by Eberhard 
Nestle in 1912,2 which draws attention to six instances where the 9th 
century Latin author Johannes Scotus Eriugena quotes Greek readings 
of John that did not survive in the manuscripts known to that date. 
Nestle notes that Eriugena “is not mentioned by Tischendorf among the 
authors who are important for the Greek Testament,” and stresses that his 
examples “shew that even so late an author deserves the attention of an 
editor of the Greek New Testament,”3 further asking where his testimony 
would fit in the manuscript tradition of John. 
1 This article grew out of a paper presented initially at the Seventh Birmingham Colloquium 
on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, The Institute for Textual Scholarship 
and Electronic Editing, University of Birmingham, 28-31 March 2011. I wish to thank Prof. 
Joseph Verheyden and the anonymous reviewer of this journal for the helpful comments I 
received.
2 Eb. Nestle, “Scotus Eriugena on Greek Manuscripts of the Fourth Gospel,” JTS 52 
(1912) 596-597.
3 Nestle, “Eriugena,” 596. As a late author, he did not make it either in more recent 
catalogues of explicit Patristic references to NT readings; see for instance Amy M. 
Donaldson, Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings among Greek and 
Latin Church Fathers. Volume II, PhD dissertation, University of Notre Dame, 2009, 578-
594. (available online at http://etd.nd.edu/). 
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The following will take on Nestle’s suggestion and re-examine 
the Greek variant readings of John offered by Eriugena – all explicit 
quotations, as will be shown – in the light of the post-1912 developments 
in textual scholarship devoted to the Greek text of John, as well as to 
Eriugena’s works on the Fourth Gospel. The analysis is prefaced by some 
considerations on Eriugena’s biblical exegesis, inasmuch as it is relevant 
for the subject matter. Subsequently, for each Greek reading – inclusive of, 
but not limited to, those signalled by Nestle – the question will be whether 
they are produced by mere scribal error, by Eriugena’s idiosyncrasies as 
a translator from Greek, or by Greek manuscripts that he might have had 
at hand that we simply do not have anymore.
Since Nestle’s article there have been significant developments 
regarding the methodology of assessing the Patristic evidence for the 
purposes of New Testament textual criticism.4 One of the most significant 
results so far stemming from such methodological developments are the 
volumes published in the SBL New Testament in the Greek Fathers series,5 
which apply throughout a series of “parameters” designed in parallel 
by Fee and Ehrman: 1) a brief presentation of the Patristic author’s life 
and writings, with a discussion of the type of his NT citations, 2) the 
presentation of the relevant Patristic texts starting from solid critical 
editions, 3) an apparatus of the Patristic author’s text collated against 
relevant NT manuscripts, 4) an assessment of the textual relationships 
of these readings with other available witnesses, and 5) an assessment of 
the historical results of the study, with regard to its relevance for a better 
4 A recent survey of past research and discussion is available in G.D. Fee and R.L. 
Mullen, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text 
of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis: Second 
Edition (ed. B.D. Ehrman and M.W. Holmes; NTTS 42; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013), 325-
373. See also W.L. Petersen, “Patristic Biblical Quotations and Method: Four Changes to 
Lightfoot’s Edition of Second Clement,” Vigiliae Christianae 60/4 (2006) 389-419, and 
B.D. Ehrman, “The Use and Significance of Patristic Evidence for Textual Criticism,” in 
his Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 33; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 
2006), 247-266. See also the recent discussion of the limitations of Patristic evidence in 
A.M. Donaldson, “Explicit References to New Testament Textual Variants by the Church 
Fathers: Their Value and Limitations,” Studia Patristica 54 (2013) 87-97.
5 B.D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1; Atlanta: SBL, 
1986); J.A. Brooks, The New Testament of Gregory of Nyssa (NTGF 2; Atlanta: SBL, 1991); 
B.D. Ehrman, G.D. Fee, and M. Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings 
of Origen (NTGF 3; Atlanta: SBL, 1992); D.D. Hannah, The Text of I Corinthians in the 
Writings of Origen (NTGF 4; Atlanta: SBL, 1997); J.-F. Racine, The Text of Matthew in the 
Writings of Basil of Caesarea (NTGF 5; Atlanta: SBL, 2004); C.D. Osburn, The Text of the 
Apostolos in Epiphanius of Salamis (NTGF 6; Atlanta: SBL, 2004); R.L. Mullen, The New 
Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (NTGF 7; Atlanta: SBL, 1997); G.J. Donker, The Text 
of the Apostolos in Athanasius of Alexandria (NTGF 8; Atlanta: SBL, 2010); C.P. Cosaert, 
The Text of the Gospels in Clement of Alexandria (NTGF 9; Atlanta: SBL, 2008). 
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understanding of the transmission of the NT text.6 In what follows, these 
parameters will be applied to the rather small data sample provided by 
Eriugena’s Greek variant readings of John.7
Eriugena’s biblical exegesis and the Johannine Greek quotations8
Although Eriugena is best known as a prominent 9th century Neo-
Platonist philosopher,9 his last two works are exegetical in nature, and 
focused on the Fourth Gospel: the homilia svper ‘in principio erat verbvm’, 
and the commentarivs in evangelivm iohannis.10
6 These are conveniently presented in Fee and Mullen, “Use of Greek Fathers,” 361-362.
7 To that end, the publication since Nestle’s article of critical editions of Eriugena’s 
works on the Fourth Gospel – an incomplete commentary and a homily on the prologue – in 
Sources Chrétiennes and Corpus Christianorum series is rather felicitous, since one notable 
problem in assessing the Patristic evidence for NT textual reasoning is the lack of modern 
and dependable editions; see Fee and Mullen, “Use of Greek Fathers,” 354-355; Donaldson, 
“Limitations,” 87. We walk therefore on firmer ground in this regard. Moreover, the 
identification of Eriugena’s autograph in a number of corrections and additions in the only 
surviving manuscript of his commentary on John is further relevant for this analysis. So far 
as the quantity of evidence is concerned, unfortunately the commentary has not survived in 
its entirety; the manuscript stops early in the exegesis of the fourth Johannine chapter, and 
the whole second chapter is mission. Therefore, the readings discussed here are only from 
the first and the third chapters of the gospel of John.
8 The little we know of his life concerns the last decades of his activity, spent at 
the itinerant court of Charles the Bold, king of West Francia, the youngest grandson of 
Charlemagne. Most data is gathered in the unsurpassed work of D.M. Cappuyns, Jean Scot 
Erigène, sa vie, son oeuvre, sa pensée (Bruxelles: Culture et Civilisation, 1969). See also J. 
O’Meara, Eriugena (Oxford: OUP, 1988). Possibly a teacher of liberal arts, Eriugena knew 
Greek, exceptionally in his time in the West: we still have his translations from Pseudo-
Dionysius, Gregory of Nyssa and Maximus the Confessor; he might have also translated 
from Epiphanius of Salamis. Apart from these translations, Eriugena wrote a commentary 
on Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii in relation to his own magisterial 
office at Charles’ palace school. He also engaged in a polemic on predestination which cost 
him a condemnation in two church councils of his time, which did not seem to affect his 
position at the court.
9 His philosophical opus magnum is Periphyseon, composed in five parts: E. Jeauneau, 
ed., Iohannes Scotus Eriugena, Periphyseon: Liber primus (CCCM 161; Turnhout: Brepols, 
1996); Liber secundus (CCCM 161; 1997); Liber tertius (CCCM 163; 1999); Liber quartus 
(CCCM 164; 2000); Liber quintus (CCCM 165; 2003).
10 Édouard Jeauneau has produced critical editions for both exegetical works, with 
French translation, introduction and commentary: Jean Scot, Homélie sur le Prologue de 
Jean (SC 151; Paris: Cerf, 1969), and Jean Scot, Commentaire sur l’Evangile de Jean (SC 
180; Paris: Cerf, 1972). Both editions have been updated and published together by Jeauneau 
in one volume in the Corpus Christianorum Continuation Mediaevalis series: Iohannes 
Scotus Eriugena, Homilia et commentaries in euangelium Iohannis. Editiones nouas 
curavit Edouard A. Jeauneau adiuuante Andrew J. Hicks (CCCM 166; Turnhout: Brepols, 
2008). There is also a fairly recent, good Italian edition of the homily, with introduction, 
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In his interpretation of John, Eriugena draws mainly on Augustine’s 
exegesis of this gospel; yet he also heavily relies on the Greek authors 
he is acquainted with11 – Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, and Maximus the Confessor –, and the high regard he had for 
these Greek Fathers best accounts for the privileged treatment received 
by Greek Johannine variants in his works.12
Yet the aspect of his exegetical method potentially most relevant 
for the discussion at hand is the following: when faced with different 
interpretations of the above authorities on the same Johannine verse, 
Eriugena’s option is not to choose one of them as the most accurate, but 
to present them all together, one after another.13 To him, the diversity 
of interpretations echoes the multiple meaning of Scripture; put in 
Eriugenian terms, this diversity merely reflects the different possible 
depth levels of understanding that ultimately complete and clarify each 
other.14
This is not something unparalleled in previous authors, but it is 
quite relevant when addressing Eriugena’s treatment of textual variants: 
given that he is not looking for a singular and definitive interpretation 
of a Scriptural passage, but indeed for all available authoritative 
interpretations, Eriugena is noticeably sensible to the variant readings he 
finds in the manuscripts he uses. This is especially true of Greek variants: 
due to his high regard of all things Greek, such witnesses are markedly 
presented as authoritative.
translation and commentary: M. Cristiani, ed., Giovanni Scoto: Il Prologo di Giovanni 
(Scrittori greci e latini; Milano: Monadori, 1987). An English translation of the homily 
can be found in O’Meara, Eriugena, 158-176: “Homily of John Scot, the translator of the 
Hierarchy of Dionysius.”
11 Jeauneau, SC 180, 26. 
12 On the peculiarities of Eriugena’s use of sources see W. Beierwaltes, ed., Eriugena. 
Studien zu seinen Quellen. Vorträge des III. Internationalen Eriugena-Colloquiums. 
Freiburg im Breisgau, 27-30. August 1979 (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1980); B. McGinn and 
W. Otten, eds., Eriugena: East and West. Papers of the Eighth International Colloquium 
of the society for the Promotion of Eriugenian Studies. Chicago and Notre Dame 18-20 
October 1991 (Notre Dame, London: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994); Dan Batovici, 
“Eriugena’s Use of Byzantine Biblical Exegesis in his Commentary on the Fourth Gospel,“ 
in Selected Proceedings of the I and II Postgraduate Forums in Byzantine Studies: Sailing 
to Byzantium, Trinity College Dublin, 2007-2008 (ed. Savvas Neocleous; Cambridge: 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2009), 105-126.
13 Cappuyns, Jean Scot, 284-285. On his exegesis, see the following collections of essays: 
G. Van Riel, C. Steel and J. McEnvoy, eds., Iohannes Scottus Eriugena. The Bible and 
Hermeneutics. Proceedings of the Ninth International Colloquium of the Society for the 
Promotion of Eriugenian Studies held at Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve, June 7-10, 1995 
(Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996).
14 Cappuyn, Jean Scot, 285-286.
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He is therefore rather emphatic about the Greek variants he encounters, 
as they potentially could open new interpretative possibilities. In the two 
exegetical works, Eriugena quotes on sixteen occasions Greek readings 
to the Latin (Vulgate) text of John, all in the commentary proper, 
always explicit and usually introduced as highly significant: sed [hoc] 
significantius ex graecorum exemplaribus potest intelligi (hom. I. vi). In 
such cases, a new interpretation normally follows, with the variant as the 
starting point.
To sum up: as an author who is highly aware of (and very open to) 
the variants of the text of John, Eriugena does not simply mention in 
passing the variants he comes across; in fact he stops to offer an explicit 
account of them as variants (as well as of the interpretations they might 
generate). This at least suggests that the variants discussed below are 
very likely a grounded sample, as opposed to an arbitrary collection of 
insecure allusions to elusive Greek variants.
Before proceeding to the analysis of the variants, some final 
methodological clarifications are required: even though Eriugena is 
a Latin author, as far as NT text-critical matters are concerned, the 
data discussed below is treated as Greek15 rather than Latin Patristic 
evidence,16 since we will be looking only at the Greek variants he cites. 
Moreover, given that Eriugena is unambiguously introducing them as 
Greek readings, all the occurrences presented below are citations proper, 
and not allusions or adaptations.
Explicit Johannine Greek readings
In what follows, the quotations from Eriugena are preceded by hom. for 
the homily, and by comm. for the commentary. Since the only manuscript 
we have of the commentary was shown to display Eriugena’s autograph 
in a number of corrections and editorial additions,17 we can rule out in 
15 As pointed out, the most recent methodological discussion is available in Fee and 
Mullen, “Use of Greek Fathers,” and Ehrman, “Use and Significance.” Important examples 
of applying such a methodology are the volumes published in the SBL New Testament in 
the Greek Fathers series.
16 A recent methodological discussion is available in H.A.G. Houghton, “The Use of the 
Latin Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament 
in Contemporary Research. Essays on the Status Quaestionis. Second Edition (ed. B.D. 
Ehrman and M.W. Holmes; NTTS 42; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013) 375-405. For an example 
of applying this, see H.A.G. Houghton, Augustine’s Text of John. Patristic Citations and 
Latin Gospel Manuscripts (OECS; Oxford: OUP, 2008).
17 See the discussion concerning the identification of the autograph in Jeauneau, CCCM 
166, xcv-ciii. 
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this case, at the outset, the possibility that the Johannine variants he is 
mentioning as Greek variants are altered in the transmission history of 
the commentary.
The Greek reading as recovered in the analysis is offered first, 
followed by the relevant Eriugenian text in Latin and English translation 
(O’Meara’s for the hom., my own for the comm.), and then by a discussion 
of and argument for the proposed reading. The formatting of the Latin 
text is that of the CCCM edition: the citation proper of the Johannine 
text is given in small caps when in Latin, and in all caps when in Greek.
	 Jn	1:2	 αὐτὸς	[ἦν	ἐν	ἀρχῇ	πρὸς	τὸν	θεόν
  hom. vi. [...] hoc erat in principio apvd devm. Ac si diceret: Hoc uer-
bum, quod deus est apud deum, ipsum est, et non aliud, quod erat 
in principio. Sed significantius ex graecorum exemplaribus potest 
intelligi.	In	eis	enim	ΑΥΤΟC	scribitur,	id	est	‘hic’,	et	potest	referri	ad	
utrumque, ad uerbum uidelicet et ad deum; haec quippe duo nomina, 
‘theos’ et ‘logos’ (deus et uerbum) apud graecos masculini generis sunt. 
Ac per hoc, ita potest intelligi: Et deus erat uerbum, hic erat in princi-
pio apud deum, tamquam si luce clarius dixerit: Hic deus uerbum apud 
deum ipse est de quo dixi: in principio erat verbvm.
  “This was in the Principle with God.” As if he said: ‘This Word, which 
is God with God, is the same as and not other than what was in the 
Principle.’ This meaning can be seen more clearly in the Greek manus-
cripts.	There	the	term	αὐτός	is	written,	that	is,	‘he	himself,’	and	this	
can refer to both, that is, to the Word and to God; for these two nouns 
theos and logos, God and Word, are masculine gender in Greek. And 
for this reason one can in this way understand: ‘and the Word was 
God, he was in the Principle with God,’ as if he said more clearly than 
light: ‘this God-Word with God is the same of whom I said: “In the 
Principle was the Word.”’18
Eriugena	is	explicitly	and	confidently	presenting	here	the	variant	αὐτὸς	
for	the	οὗτος	of	Jn	1:2,	a	variant	that	does	not	seem	to	appear	in	any	other	
witness we have. Both the Italian and the French editor of the homily see 
it as belonging to the Greek gospel manuscript used by Eriugena; perhaps 
overconfidently, since other scenarios are equally possible. For instance, 
he could have found it in a Patristic or lectionary manuscript. In fact, 
there is no way to ascertain in any of the cases presented here whether 
the reading Eriugena quotes comes from a Patristic or gospel manuscript.
18 Translation from O’Meara, Eriugena, 162.
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Of far more consequence for the present analysis is that both are 
confidently maintaining – on textual grounds – that the manuscript 
tradition	of	 the	homily	does	not	 allow	us	 to	 correct	αὐτὸς	 to	οὗτος19 
in order to dismiss the variant. Accordingly, even though we can not 
know for sure what was the nature of the manuscripts Eriugena mentions 
(graecorum exemplaribus), it is nonetheless safe to say that he explicitly 
knows this specific variant. As said, the variant does not seem to appear 
in any other witness, and should probably be considered for inclusion in 
any apparatus that includes Patristic evidence for the text of John.
	 Jn	1:13		 οἳ	οὐκ	ἐξ	αἱμάτων	ἀλλ᾽	ἐκ	θεοῦ	ἐγεννήθησαν	
  hom. xxi. Qvi non ex sangvnibus neQve ex volvntate carnis neQve ex 
volvntate viri sed ex deo nati svnt (in antiquis graecorum exempla-
ribus solummodo scribitur: Qvi non ex sangvinibus sed ex deo nati 
svnt.)
  ‘They who are born not from blood, nor from the will of the flesh, nor 
from the will of man, but from God’ (in the old Greek manuscripts 
‘who are born not from blood, but from God’ only is written).20
This is the first fragment noted by Nestle, the one which made him 
suggest that, although Eriugena is so late an author, and absent from 
Tischendorf’s list of authors who are important for the Greek NT, he 
would still deserve the attention of an editor. In the homily, this is the 
initial quotation of Jn 1:13, followed by its exegesis. However, since no 
separate interpretation is offered here for this shorter Greek variant, it 
has the appearance of a simple note.
The first question to address is the following: how reliable is this 
Johannine quotation as an Eriugenian reading? In other words, is the 
quotation something Eriugena wrote, or can it be simply explained 
through alterations in the transmission of the homily?
Jeauneau signalled the oddity of the sentence by placing the whole 
remark in parentheses. The latest edition of the homily rests on 73 
manuscripts, and this rather high number is usually regarded to be a 
direct result of the fact that the homily was long attributed to Origen, due 
to the allegorical feel to its exegesis. The textual stemma of the homily 
proposed by Jeauneau comprises two main classes of manuscripts. One 
of the features differentiating between the two is precisely the presence or 
absence of the note concerning the shorter variant found in some Greek 
19 Cristiani, Il Prologo, 95-96; Jeauneau, SC 151, 231, n. 3: “Il faut lire sans hésiter 
αὐτὸς,	et	non	οὗτος	[...].”
20 O’Meara, Eriugena, 174.
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manuscripts of Jn 1:13. The class generally regarded as the better one 
does not have the note. Jeauneau considers this to be the purer text: the 
note would simply throw off the rhythm of the otherwise very careful 
Eriugenian style. One particular manuscript, however, has readings from 
both classes, including this note. Jeauneau argues that it represents a 
tradition anterior to the separation of the two classes, rather than being 
a manuscript contaminated by both classes.
Furthermore, engaging specifically the textual questions from Nestle’s 
article, he considers this phrase to be most likely Eriugenian, on the count 
that it is definitely an observation Eriugena would write, as he does on 
many occasions in the Homily and the Commentary on John. In Jeauneau’s 
words: “Si j’ai enfermé cette remarque dans des parenthèses, ce n’est pas 
que je la considère comme inauthentique. … J’ai mis entre parenthèses les 
mots In antiquis-nati sunt, parce que je les considère comme une glose, 
inscrite par Jean Scot lui-même en marge de son homélie, qu’un copiste 
aura voulu, par la suite, incorporer au texte.”21 Jeauneau then shows how 
the model he proposes is not without parallel: a manuscript of Eriugena’s 
main work, Periphyseon, displays plenty of marginal notes which have 
been identified as autographs and which, in later manuscripts, have been 
incorporated in the main text.22
I would follow Jeauneau in considering this a highly probable 
Eriugenian note; the introductory formula is similar enough to other 
instances. For example, in chapter VI of the homily, it reads: Sed 
significantius ex graecorum exemplaribus potest intelligi. We have here the 
same vocabulary in mentioning Greek manuscripts: in or ex graecorum 
exemplaribus. It is also a rather unlikely thing to add to Eriugena’s text.
Given that Eriugena is known to have worked with the text of a number 
of Greek fathers, a further question would be: could he have found this 
reading in their texts? It is altogether possible. Yet, to our knowledge, 
from the list of Greek authors Eriugena read and used, only Epiphanius 
is mentioned as offering shorter versions of Jn 1:13. However, he only 
“cuts” one part or the other, never both “flesh will” and “man will,” so far 
as we know.23
I would then propose that it is not unreasonable to regard the phrase 
Qvi non ex sangvinibus sed ex deo nati svnt as a Patristic variant reading 
for Jn. 1:13. It should perhaps make it into an apparatus of John that 
21 Jeauneau, SC 151, 339.
22 Jeauneau, CCCM 166, lii, n. 74.
23 See the discussion concerning Jn 1:13 (which does not include Eriugena) in P. 
Lamarche, “Le prologue de Jean,” Recherches de science religieuse 52 (1964) 497-537, 
reprinted in his Christ vivant: essai sur la christologie du Nouveau Testament (Paris: Les 
Éditions du Cerf, 1966) 87-140, esp. 94-100.
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includes detailed Patristic evidence. Surely, this is still subject to all the 
methodological limits of using the patristic evidence, but, as far as the 
latter goes, this variant should possibly be taken into account.
	 Jn	1:18	 μονογενὴς	θεὸς]	ὁ	ὢν	εἰς	τὸν	κόλπον	τοῦ	πατρὸς	[ἐκεῖνος
	 	 μονογενὴς	θεὸς]	ὁ	ὢν	εἰς	τοῖς	κόλποῖς	τοῦ	πατρὸς	[ἐκεῖνος
  comm. i. xxvi. vnigenitvs filivs, Qvi est in sinv patris. Vel, ut in graeco 
scribitur: Qvi est in sinvm patris, uel in sinibvs patris. In quibusdam 
codicibus graecorum singulariter sinus patris dicitur, in quibusdam 
pluraliter, quasi sinus multos pater habeat.24
  ‘The only-begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father.’ Or, as is 
written in the Greek: either ‘Which is in the bosom of the Father,’ or 
‘in the bosoms of the Father.’ In some Greek codices the noun is in the 
singular, ‘bosom of the Father,’ in others it is in the plural, as if the 
Father had many bosoms.
For this verse, Eriugena mentions therefore two different Greek 
variants, reported as found in Greek manuscripts; their presentation 
side by side is consistent with his exegetical method. Consequently, 
the variants are then assigned extensive, mainly allegorical, exegeses. 
The Greek variants to which Eriugena seems to point are the expected 
accusative	singular	εἰς	τὸν	κόλπον	and	the	perhaps	less	expected	ablative	
plural	ἐν	τοῖς	κόλποις.25 The first reading has wide support elsewhere, 
and is the text of NA28.
Nestle suggests that the latter variant could have resulted from 
a confusion with Lk 16:22 and 23.26 While this is not impossible, it is 
highly more likely that Eriugena simply witnesses a variant which occurs 
in the Greek Patristic authors whom he knew and translated in Latin, 
for instance Gregory of Nyssa.27 The variant also appears in the 565 
minuscule manuscript of the 9th century, now in St. Petersburg. These 
witnesses are mentioned in the apparatus of UBSBTJ;28 565 is also listed 
with this variant in the CNTTS apparatus. Eriugena may well join them 
on the list of witnesses supporting the plural reading.29 The variant is 
24 Jeauneau, CCCM 166, 56.
25 Jeauneau, SC 180, 127, n. 1.
26 Nesle, Eriugena, 596.
27 On Gregory’s reading see J.A. Brooks, NT of Gregory of Nyssa, 109.
28 The United Bible Societies Byzantine Text of John (UBSBTJ), with an impressive 
online critical apparatus, is available at www.iohannes.com/byzantine/index.html.
29 As Jeauneau points out (SC 180, 127, n. 1, and CCCM 166, 56), G.W.F. Lampe, A 
Greek Patristic Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon, 1961), 766, offers a list of patristic occurrences 
of the plural in the context of Jn. 1:18.
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secured here both by its explicit character and also – as is the case for 
all Greek readings in the commentary – by the fact that it appears in the 
manuscript bearing Eriugena’s autograph.
	 Jn	3:27	 ἐὰν	μὴ	ᾖ	δεδομένον	αὐτῷ	ἄνωθεν	ἐκ	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	
  comm. iii. ix. [...] respondit iohannes et dixit: non potest homo Qvi-
cQvam accipere, nisi fverit ei datvm de caelo. In quibusdam codicibus 
grecorum legitur: nisi fverit ei datvm desvrsum de caelo.
  ‘John replied and said: A person cannot receive anything unless it was 
given to them from heaven.’ In some Greek codices this reads: ‘unless 
it was given to them from above from heaven.’
I believe it is rather clear from the examples at Jn 3:3 and 3:13 that 
Eriugena	has	in	mind	ἄνωθεν.	Nestle	comments	that	“[f]or	this	ἄνωθεν	
Tischendorf quotes only 13, 69, 129; Wettstein adds the Armenian 
version.” To be sure, the “129” in Nestle’s article is probably a result of 
homoioteleuton itself, as the third manuscript Tischendorf mentions is 
124; this sets Eriugena’s variant in line with the best known exponents 
of family 13: 13, 69, 124.30 Nestle’s question, “Have we here a trace of one 
of its ancestors?” concerns only 69, but surely it should be extended to 
the other two manuscripts, and to the whole family 13. However, this is 
hardly sustainable since Eriugena does not seem to endorse in any way 
the other variant all three manuscripts (13, 69, 124) have in the same 
verse,	namely	the	additional	ἀφ΄	ἑαυτοῦ.	Eriugena’s	variant	reading	may	
just as well be independent, given that no other points of contact with 
this family than this variant are detectable.
Further data can be adduced: NA28 offers no variant here; the UBSBTJ 
electronic	edition	offers,	for	the	variant	ἄνωθεν,	the	9th	century	majuscule	
manuscript 038 (as does the CNTTS apparatus) and a lectionary, L253; 
in	both	these	witnesses	ἄνωθεν	comes	last,	transposed	as	compared	to	
Eriugena	and	13,	69,	and	124:	ἐκ	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	ἄνωθεν;31 UBSBTJ also 
list	L638,	L1075	where	the	ἄνωθεν	is	the	variant	of	ἐκ	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ;	this	
substituted version also appears in two Vetus Latina manuscripts:32 in 
30	 For	 the	 variant	 ἄνωθεν	 ἐκ	 τοῦ	 οὐρανοῦ,	K.	Aland	 et	 al.,	Text und Textwert der 
griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments V. Das Johannesevangelium: 1 
Teststellenkollation der Kapitel 1-10, Band 1,2 (Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen 
Textforschung 36; Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, 2005), 61, further lists the following 
manuscripts: 788, 826, 828 (these three of the same family 13), 852, 1410C1, 2106, 2511. 
A recent survey of scholarship on family 13 is available in D. Lafleur, La Famille 13 dans 
l’évangile de Marc (NTTS 41; Leiden: Brill, 2012) 5-92.
31	For	the	variant	ἐκ	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	ἄνωθεν,	Aland	et	al.,	Text und Textwert V. 1,2, at 61, 
lists 511 748 9991039 1791 2223 2790.
32 Iohannes.com/vetuslatina
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Codex Fossatensis (nisi ei fuerit datum de super), and the Latin text of 
Codex Bezae (nisi illi datum fuerit desuper).
All in all, Eriugena should at least join 13, 69 and 124 in supporting 
the	ἄνωθεν	interpolation.	The	rest	of	explicit	Greek	readings	offered	by	
Eriugena confirm the text of NA28.
	 Jn	1:3	 καὶ]	χωρὶς	αὐτοῦ	[ἐγένετο	οὐδὲ	ἕν
  hom. viii. [...] et sine ipso factum est nihil [...] Et hoc facilius in graeco 
datur	 intelligi.	Vbi	enim	 latini	ponunt	 ‘sine	 ipso’,	 ibi	graeci	ΧΩΡΙC	
ΑΥΤΟΥ,	hoc	est	extra	ipsum.	Similiter	et	ipse	dominus	suis	discipulis	
dicit: “Extra me nihil potestis facere”. Qui pe uos, inquit, extra me 
fieri non potuistis, quid extra me facere potestis? Nam et ibi non 
ΑΝΕΥ,	 sed	 ΧΩΡΙC,	 hoc	 est	 non	 ‘sine’,	 sed	 ‘extra’	 graeci	 scribunt.	
Facilius autem propterea dixi quia, dum quis audit ‘sine ipso’, potest 
putare ‘sine ipsius consilio uel adiutorio’ ac, per hoc, non totum, non 
omnia illi distribuit; audiens uero ‘extra’, nihil omnino relinquit quod 
in ipso et per ipsum factum non sit.
  [...] “And without him nothing was made.” [...] This is easier to unders-
tand from the Greek. Where the Latins say, sine ipso [‘without him’], 
there	the	Greeks	say	χωρὶς	αὐτοῦ	[‘outside	of	him’].	Likewise	the	Lord	
himself says to his disciples: ‘Outside of me you can do nothing’. You 
who could not be made through yourselves outside of me, what can 
you	do	outside	of	me?	For	here	too	the	Greeks	write	not	ἄνευ,	but	
χωρίς,	that	is,	not	sine [‘without’], but extra [‘outside of’]. I said, howe-
ver, that it was easier to understand the Greek precisely because, when 
one hears ‘without him,’ one can understand ‘without his counsel and 
help,’ and on this account fail to attribute everything, all things, to the 
Word. But when one hears ‘outside of,’ one leaves nothing at all that is 
not made in him and through him.33
Both Jeauneau and Cristiani take note, following an ironic remark of 
Erasmus, that Eriugena’s philological skills are not at their finest when he 
proposes extra instead of sine as	an	improved	rendition	of	χωρίς	in	the	
place of sine (for which the better rendition would have been absque),34 
and builds an interpretation on this; yet his blunder has no bearing on 
the nature of the reading he is reporting, which can safely be taken as 
such. This reading has wide support elsewhere, and is the text of NA28.
33 O’Meara, Eriugena, 164.
34 Cristiani, Omelia, 107.
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	 Jn	1:15	 ὁ	ὀπίσω	μου]	ἐρχόμενος	ἔμπροσθέν	μου	[γέγονεν
  comm. i. xxiii. [...] Qvi post me ventvrvs est, uel sicut in aliis codici-
bus scribitur: Qvi post me venit. Nam quod in graeco scriptum est 
ΕΡΧΟΜΕΝΟC,	et	praeteriti	temporis	participium	est	et	futuri.
  ‘He who will come after me,’ or, as is written in other codices: ‘who 
came	after	me.’	For	what	in	the	Greek	is	written	ἐρχόμενος,	is	both	a	
perfect participle and a future participle.
  hom. i. xvi. Et iterum: “Qui post me venit, ante me factus est”. Quod 
eudentius	in	graeco	legitur:	ΕΜΠΡΟCΘΕΝ	ΜΟΥ,	hoc	est	coram	me,	
ante conspectum meum factus est. Ac si aperte diceret: Qui in ordine 
temporum post natiuitaem meam natus est in carne, ante conspectum 
meum, dum adhuc essem in uisceribus meae matris sterilis, propheti-
co uisu uidi illum coram me conceptum et hominem factum in utero 
uirginis.
  And again: ‘He who comes after me was made before me.’ The Greek 
reading	is	clearer:	ἔμπροστθέν	μου,	that	is,	he	was	made	before	me,	
before my face. As if he said openly: he who in the order of times 
was born in the flesh after I was born, him, while I was still in the 
womb of my sterile mother, I saw, before my eyes in a prophetic vision, 
conceived in my sight and made man in the womb of the Virgin.35
  comm. i. xxiii. [...]Qvi post me ventvrvs est [...]. Quod enim in graeco 
scriptum	est	ΕΜΠΡΟCΘΕΝ	ΜΟΥ,	proprie	interpretatur	‘coram	me’,	
hoc est ante oculos meos.
  ‘He who comes after me.’ [...]	For	in	the	Greek	it	is	written	ἔμπροστθέν	
μου,	which	means	‘in	front	of	me,’	that	is	before	my	eyes.
Taken together, in these three passages Eriugena indicates that he 
knows	and	explicitly	reports	the	reading	ἐρχόμενος	ἔμπροσθέν	μου	for	
Jn 1:15. Expectedly, he then derives an interpretation starting from the 
Greek text. This reading has wide support elsewhere, and is the text of 
NA28.
	 Jn.	1:15	 περὶ	αὐτοῦ]	καὶ	κέκραγεν	[λέγων·	οὗτος	ἦν]	ὃν	εἶπον
  comm. i. xxiii. Iohannes testatvr de ipso, uerbo uidelicet, et clamat 
– uel, sicut in graeco legitur: et clamavit – dicens: hic erat Qvem dixi 
uel, sicut in graeco habetur, Qvem dicebam, quod multo significantius 
est.
  John testifies about him, that is about the Word, ‘and cries out’ – or, 
as the Greek reads: ‘and has cried out’ – saying: ‘This was the one of 
35 O’Meara, Eriugena, 170.
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whom I said,’ or, as is in the Greek, ‘of whom I was speaking,’ which is 
far more significant.
The first variant Eriugena mentions seems to be the equivalent of 
κέκραγεν,	 the	reading	of	most	Greek	manuscripts.	With	regard	to	the	
second Greek reading Eriugena mentions here, dicebam, Nestle notes that 
in	Tischendorf’s	apparatus,	 the	only	appearance	of	 the	variant	ἔλεγον	
for	εἶπον	is	that	of	the	corrector	of	Ephraemi rescriptus; the same goes 
for the more recent CNTTS apparatus. Nestle further questions whether 
there is any connexion between 04-C2 and Eriugena, keeping open the 
possibility,	however,	that	the	Latin	author	might	have	considered	εἶπον	
as imperfect.
For his part, Jeauneau scrutinizes Eriugena’s Latin translation of the 
Greek aorist forms found in Pseudo-Areopagitus’ corpus. Jeauneau’s 
conclusion is that Eriugena rather consistently translates second aorists, 
particularly	 those	ended	 in	–ον,	by	a	Latin	 imperfect.36 It would seem 
then that if the quoted text points to any variant at all for Jn 1:15, that 
would	be	ὃν	εἶπον,	since	Eriugena’s	note	of	dicebam appears to be due to 
his	idiosyncrasies	as	a	translator	from	Greek.	The	ὃν	εἶπον	reading	has	
wide support elsewhere, and is the text of NA28.
	 Jn	1:18		 Θεὸν]	οὐδεὶς	[ἑώρακεν	πώποτε
  comm. i. xxv. devm nemo vidit vnQvam. [...] Quod enim in latino codice 
scriptum devm nemo vidit, in graeco devm nvllvs vidit:	ΟΥΔΕΙC	quip-
pe et ‘nemo’ et ‘nullus’ interpretatur.
  ‘No one has ever seen God.’ [...] In the Latin codex is written ‘No one 
has seen God,’ yet in the Greek one there is ‘None has seen God,’ for 
οὐδεὶς	means	both	‘no	one’	and	‘none.’	
	 	 Eriugena	explicitly	mentions	οὐδεὶς	in	Jn	1:18.	This	reading	has	wide	
support elsewhere, and is the text of NA28.
	 Jn	1:23	 ἐγὼ	φωνὴ	βοῶντος	ἐν	τῇ]	ἐρήμῳ
  comm. i. xxvii. [...] ego svm vox clamantis in deserto. [...] Et hoc grae-
co	 nomine,	 quod	 est	ΕΡΗΜΟC,	 luce	 clarius	 significatur.	ΕΡΗΜΙΑ	
quippe interpretatur remotio et excelsitudo, quod omnino diuinae 
conuenit naturae.
  ‘I am the voice of one calling in the desert.’ And the Greek noun, 
ἔρημος,	is	more	clear	than	light.	For	ἐρημία	means	removal	and	eleva-
tion, which are entirely fit for the divine nature.
36 Jeauneau, SC 180, 104-105, n. 2. 
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Eriugena	 clearly	mentions	 the	 reading	 ἐρήμῳ	 of	 Jn	 1:23,	 and	 then	
proposes an interpretation starting from this Greek word. Perhaps 
unsurprisingly since it is in fact an OT quotation, this reading too has 
wide support elsewhere, and is the text of NA28.
	 Jn	1:29		 τῇ	ἐπαύριον	[βλέπει
  comm. i. xxxi. altera die – uel, ut in graeco significantius scribitur, 
alia die – videt iohannes iesvm venientem ad se. alia, inquit, die, 
hoc est alia cognitione. Prima enim cognitio fuit quando eum concu-
rrentibus ibidem populis manifestauit dicens: “Hic erat quem dicebam 
uobis”. Nunc autem, ueluti secunda notitia, altera die, uel alia die, 
videt iohannes iesvm venientem ad se.
  ‘The next day’ – or, as is written more meaningful in the Greek, 
‘another day’ – ‘John sees Jesus coming toward him.’ He says ‘another 
day’, which means another acquaintance. For the first acquaintance 
was made when he showed him to the people who were gathering, 
saying: ‘He was the one of whom I was speaking to you.’ And now, as 
a second introduction, ‘the next day’ or ‘the other day John sees Jesus 
coming toward him.’
Nestle mentions this ‘curious remark’ on Eriugena’s part concerning 
a Greek variant which seems to be translated in Latin as alia die, as 
opposed to altera die,	and	notes	that	“in	Greek	there	is	no	variant	for	τῇ	
ἐπαύριον.”37	Just	like	Tischendorf’s	edition,	the	NA28	has	τῇ	ἐπαύριον	
and no variant here.
Jeauneau does not think Eriugena’s remark is pointing to a genuine 
Greek	 variant	 of	 τῇ	 ἐπαύριον.	He	 proposes	 that	 Eriugena	must	 have	
considered alia die a better translation than altera die	for	τῇ	ἐπαύριον.38 
In	this	vein,	Eriugena’s	remark	is	to	be	regarded	as	a	testimony	for	τῇ	
ἐπαύριον	 instead,	with	 the	alia die variant being a mere product of 
Eriugena’s idiosyncratic understanding of this particular Greek word. 
We do have, as mentioned in the introduction, a considerable amount 
of Greek text translated into Latin by Eriugena from Maximus the 
Confessor and Pseudo-Dionysius; for my part, I could not find parallels 
relevant for this situation. One might as well accept Jeauneau’s take on the 
matter, a rather educated guess given his life-long experience of editing, 
commenting and translating Eriugena. And even if it were to be regarded 
as	pointing	to	a	Greek	variant	of	τῇ	ἐπαύριον,	it	does	not	stand	on	firm	
37 Nestle, Eriugena, 596.
38 Jeauneau, SC 180, 168, n. 2.
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enough ground as a testimony from Eriugena to the text of John, at least 
not for text-critical reasoning.
	 Jn	3:3	 ἐὰν	μή	τις	γεννηθῇ]	ἄνωθεν	[οὐ	δύναται
  comm. iii. i [...] respondit iesvs et dixit ei: amen, amen dico tibi, nisi 
Qvis natvs fverit denvo, non potest videre regnvm dei. [...] Notandum 
quod	in	codicibus	graecorum	ΑΝΩΘΕΝ	legitur,	ubi	in	latinis	codici-
bus	‘denuo’	reperitur,	ut	sit	sensus:	Nisi	quis	natus	fuerit	ΑΝΩΘΕΝ,	
hoc est desursum, ut ‘desursum’ dicamus pro ‘denuo’.
  ‘Jesus answered and said to him: Very truly I tell you, unless they are 
born	again,	no	one	can	see	the	Kingdom	of	God.’	[...] One must take 
note that, where in Latin codices ‘again’ is found, the Greek codices 
read	ἄνωθεν,	 so	 that	 the	meaning	 is	 the	 following:	 unless	 they	 are	
born	ἄνωθεν,	that	is	from	above,	with	‘from	above’	instead	of	‘again.’
As in other cases, Eriugena’s interpretation plays on the polysemy of 
a given Greek word. The Greek reading Eriugena explicitly refers to – 
ἄνωθεν	–	has	wide	support	elsewhere,	and	is	the	text	of	NA28.	
	 Jn	3:12	 εἰ	τὰ	ἐπίγεια]	εἶπον	[ὑμῖν
  comm. iii. iv. [...] si terrena dixi – uel, sicut in graeco legitur, dicebam 
– vobis, et non creditis, Qvomodo, si dicam vobis caelestia, credetis?
  ‘If I have told you’ – or, as reads the Greek, ‘was telling you’ – ‘about 
earthly things and you do not believe, how will you believe if I told you 
about heavenly things?’
As in the similar case of dicebam in Jn 1:15, this dicebam seems to point 
to	 the	 same	εἶπον,	 the	Latin	 equivalent	being	 the	 result	of	Eriugena’s	
idiosyncratic (though consistent) rendering of the second aorist by means 
of	a	Latin	imperfect,	particularly	when	ending	in	–ον.	The	reading	εἶπον	
has wide support elsewhere, and is the text of NA28.
	 Jn	3:13	 καὶ	οὐδεὶς]	ἀναβέβηκεν	[εἰς	τὸν	οὐρανὸν
  comm. iii. v. et nemo ascendit in caelvm, nisi Qvi de caelo descendit, 
filius hominis Qvi est in caelo. ‘Ascendit’ ambiguum est cuius tempo-
ris uerbum sit, utrum praeteriti an praesentis. Sed in graeco non est 
ambiguum: praeteriti temporis est.
  ‘And no one ascended to heaven, except he who descended from 
heaven, the Son of man who is in heaven.’ It is ambiguous whether as-
cendit is a perfect or a present tense. But the Greek is not ambiguous: 
it is perfect tense.
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On this occasion, Eriugena seems to simply point to a plus of clarity 
in the Greek text. In the case of Jn 3:3 above, he shows that the Greek text 
has	ἄνωθεν	where	the	Latin	has	denuo (natvs fverit denvo) and suggests 
that desursum is a more accurate translation. Here, with regard to et 
nemo ascendit in caelvm of Jn 3:13, Eriugena points out that in Greek 
there is no ambiguity as to what tense ascendit is: in graeco praeteriti 
temporis est.	 Jeauneau	considers	this	 to	point	to	ἀναβέβηκεν.39 This is 
altogether possible, and would be a reading with wide support elsewhere; 
it is also the text of NA28.
	 Jn	3:33		 ὅτι	ὁ	θεὸς]	ἀληθής	[ἐστιν
  comm. iii. xi. [...] Qvia devs verax est. Quod facilius intelligitur, si 
graecus sermo legatur: Quia deus verus est, ut sit sensus: Qui accipit 
testimonium filii dei de seipso, quod filius dei sit et quod pro salute 
mundi pater suus eum misserit, ille firmiter credit quia deus uerus 
est, qui de seipso quod uerus deus sit, ueri dei filius, testimonium 
perhibuit.
  ‘[...] For God is truthful.‘ This is easier to grasp if one reads the Greek 
text: ‘For God is true,’ with the following meaning: he who receives 
the testimony of the Son of God about himself – namely that He is 
the Son of God and that his Father has sent him for the sake of the 
world – he believes more firmly that God is true, who bears testimony 
about himself – namely that He is true God, Son of the true God.
In	 all	 probability,	 Eriugena	 is	 pointing	 here	 to	 ἀληθής,	 and	 this	
reading too has wide support elsewhere; it is the text of NA28.
Conclusion
Eriugena is clearly an author aware of and sensible to Greek variants 
of the text of John. Even when he can be shown to be idiosyncratic in his 
translation of the Greek text, there is nonetheless a witness to the variant 
we can reconstruct from his idiosyncrasy.
In the two exegetical works dedicated to John, the Homily on the 
Prologue and the Commentary on the Fourth Gospel, Eriugena offers 
sixteen Greek variant readings of the Vulgate text of John, all presented 
explicitly. Most of them confirm our modern editions’ reconstructed 
text; four, however, are variant readings of the Greek text of John. 
39 Jeauneau, SC 180, 222.
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Unfortunately, they are altogether too little material to assess either 
the textual relationships to the manuscripts they have parallels with, or 
their relevance for the larger history of the transmission of the text of 
John, even when parallels exist in Patristic authors, manuscripts, and 
lectionaries. If Eriugena’s Greek text is to be regarded as related to the 
three	manuscripts	that	also	have	the	ἄνωθεν	interpolation	in	Jn	3:27,	this	
might seem to place an ancestor of 13, 69, and 124 in 8th century Francia; 
but, as shown, there is little to ascertain that connection.40 And even if it 
could be made, both the geographic and the temporal coordinates remain 
problematic: we know next to nothing of Eriugena’s whereabouts before 
arriving at the court of Charles the Bald (other than that he might be 
from Ireland, as his name indicates), and he never says whether the Greek 
codices are from his time or radically older.41
I would suggest nonetheless that all these should be added to the 
evidence on variant readings of John, as explicit evidence provided by 
Eriugena.	Two	of	them	are	singular	readings:	αὐτὸς	in	Jn	1:2,	and	the	short	
version of Jn 1:13. While they remain unparalleled in other witnesses, I 
believe it was shown, at least, that they can be seen as genuine Eriugenian 
readings containing an explicit reference to a Greek Johannine variant. 
The	plural	εἰς	τοῖς	κόλποῖς	in	Jn	1:18	is	paralled	in	565	and	GrNy	and	
should	join	them	in	the	apparatus,	as	should	the	interpolation	of	ἄνωθεν	
in Jn 3:27 join 13, 69, and 124.
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